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REMARKS 

Reconsideration of the pending application is respectfully requested on the 
basis of the following particulars. 

1. Election 

Pursuant to the request in the Office action, applicants hereby affirm the 
election of group I, species A. The claims directed to group I, species A are 
claims 1-10 and 13-19. 

Applicants hereby reserve all rights to the non-elected claims. 

2. In the drawings 

Replacement sheets showing amendments to Figs. 5 and 7 are submitted 
herewith. 

In reference to section (7) of the action, it will be noted that the reference 
numerals 26 and 28 are presently removed from the specification, as shown in the 
Amendment of the Specification. Instead, reference numeral 66 is provided in 
both Figs. 5 and 7 to exemplify either the injection device or the vacuum device. 
It will be noted that Fig. 7 is particularly described in the specification as showing 
the tube 25 being connected to a resin moisturizing and removal device (page 5, 
lines 27-28). Withdrawal of this particular objection is kindly asked for. 

In reference to section (8) of the action, an amendment of Figs. 5 and 7 
exemplify vacuum device 66 that may be used to draw fluid from the core of the 
casing. 

It is submitted that the amendments of Figs. 5 and 7 do not introduce new 
subject matter into the application. Acceptance of the amendments to Figs. 5 and 
7 is respectfully requested in the next Office communication. 
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3. In the specification 

The specification is amended to overcome the objection in section (9) in 
the action. Namely, the identification of Kevlar is now capitalized. 

Moreover, as indicated above, the reference numerals 26 and 28 are 
removed from the specification. Reference numeral 28 is replaced with new 
reference numeral 66 which is in reference to amended Figs. 5 and 7. 

Other amendments to the specification are made to correct minor 
grammatical errors, which are self-evident. 

Acknowledgment of entry of the amendment of the specification is 
respectfully requested in the next Office communication. 

4. In the claims 

Amendments to the claims are submitted to improve the clarity of the 
subject matter for which protection is sought. In reviewing the claim language, it 
was perceived that some of the language could be improved to more clearly define 
the inventive subject matter. It is to be noted that the examiner did not raise any 
objections with regard to the language of the original claims under 35 U.S.C. § 
1 12 or any other part of the patent laws and regulations. 

Turning specifically to the claims, claim 1 is amended to require that the 
casing defines a tubular, sealable passageway that is located between the 
atmosphere and the interior of the casing. Support for this amendment is found in 
Fig. 1 and the corresponding description in the specification on page 7, lines 19- 
24. 

Claim 2 is amended to recite that the breather is "generally hydrophobic." 
Support for this description is found in the specification on page 8, lines 3-10. 

New claim 22 is a new independent claim that recites the subject matter of 
original claim 1 and further defines a breather located along the surface of the 
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substrate in a generally laminar relationship. Support for this amendment is found 
in the specification on page 8, lines 3-10. 

New claim 23 is another new independent claim that recites the subject 
matter of original claims 1 and 4, and further defines the passageway as being 
located on a side portion of the casing. Support for this amendment is found in 
Fig. 1. 

Entry of the amendments to the claims and the new claims is respectfully 
requested in the next Office communication. 

5. Rejection of claims 1-3, 8 and 10 under 35 U.S.C. § 102rtri as being 
anticipated bv U.S. patent 4,928.678 fGrinri 

In view of the amendment of claim 1, this rejection is traversed on the 
basis that the Grim patent fails to disclose or suggest a casing that defines a 
tubular, sealable passageway that is located between the atmosphere and the 
interior of the casing. Therefore, claim 1 is considered patentable over the 
teachings of the Grim patent. 

Claims 2, 3, 8 and 10 depend from claim 1, and are patentable based on 
their dependency from claim 1 and their individually recited features. 

Turning specifically to the Grim patent, the pouch 12 of the cast shown in 
Figs. 3 and 4 includes a port 26 which extends through the vinyl layer 14, the 
padding 16, and the composite layer 18. The port 26 is shown as an element that 
is separate from the vinyl layer, the padding, and the composite layer. 

The composite layer of the Grim patent is most similar to the casing 
recited in claim 1. Unlike the requirement of claim 1, there is no description or 
suggestion in the Grim patent of the composite layer forming a tubular 
passageway. Instead, it is clear in Fig. 4 that the composite layer merely forms a 
hole that accommodates the water entry canal. This hole, however, does not form 
a tubular passageway. 
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The embodiment of Fig. 12 likewise fails to disclose or suggest a casing 
that forms a tubular passageway. Indeed, this embodiment includes vent tube 532 
and inlet tube 534 that are separate from the permeable pouch 544. In observing 
Fig. 12, the permeable pouch defines holes to accommodate the vent and inlet 
tubes, yet these holes are clearly not shown as being tubular passageways. 

In view of these observations, it is readily apparent that the Grim patent 
fails to disclose or suggest the amended feature of a tubular passageway formed 
by a casing. As such, the Grim patent does not teach one of the inventive features 
of claim 1 , and therefore cannot anticipate the casting product of claim 1 . 

Turning to claim 2, the grounds for rejecting this claim in the action is 
respectfully traversed regardless of the amendment to claim 1 on the basis that 
claim 2 requires that the breather is defined along a surface of the substrate. It 
will be pointed out that the Grim patent illustrates in Fig. 4 that the plastic sheet 
22 is being suspended above the substrate 24. More specifically, the plastic sheet 
is located further from the substrate 24 and is located more closely to the inlet port 
26 (col. 6, lines 26-34). 

In light of this observation, it is abundantly clear that the Grim patent does 
not disclose or suggest a breather that is defined along a surface of the substrate, 
as recited in pending claim 2. 

As a result of the foregoing comments with regards to claims 1 and 2, 
withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. 

6. Rejection of claim 4 under 35 U.S.C. $ 103(a^ as being unpatenable over 
U.S. patent 4.928.678 TGrim) 

This rejection is respectfully traversed irrespective of the amendment to 
claim 1. The basis for this traversal lies is that the injection tube recited in claim 
4 is not the same element as the perforated sheet 22 of the Grim patent. 
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Applicants respectfully disagree with the allegation in the action that the 
injection tube performs the same function as the plastic sheet. It is pointed out 
that the injection tube serves as a water injecting means, as described in the Grim 
patent (col. 6, lines 12-19). The Grim patent makes a clear distinction that the 
water injecting means may include devices such as a syringe, but nowhere is there 
any reference of the plastic sheet as being a water injecting means. 

The limitation that the injection tube is specifically described as a tube 
having a plurality of apertures defined along a distal portion appears to have been 
ignored. A perforated sheet would not serve as an injection tube nor would one 
skilled in the art be motivated to use a perforated sheet as an injection device. 
This is due to the obvious fact that a tube has a substantially different form than a 
sheet. Moreover, the Grim patent provides no teaching as to modifying the sheet 
into a tube, and thus cannot also be construed to teach that the modified sheet only 
has apertures at a distal end. 

If the plastic sheet where modified into a sheet, the Grim patent still does 
not describe provide a plurality of apertures at a distal portion. If the entirety of 
the plastic sheet had apertures, then it would poorly serve to inject an activating 
fluid since it would not retain the activating fluid as it is injected into the pouch 
from an outside source. 

The action also appears to have overlooked the fact that the injection tube 
of claim 4 is particularly recited as being configured to be inserted through the 
passageway and into the casing. There is no description in the Grim patent that 
the plastic sheet is configured in the manner of the injection tube required by 
claim 4. Moreover, the Grim patent only describes the plastic sheet as being 
permanently mounted within the cavity formed by the composite layer 18. 
Therefore, it is clear that there is no teaching of the plastic sheet being 
configurable to be inserted into a passageway into a cavity formed by the 
composite layer. 
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In view of these comments, applicants submitted evidence that 
demonstrate that the injection tube of claim 4 would not be obvious in view of the 
Grim patent. More specifically, the plastic sheet of the Grim patent is not the 
same structurally, nor does it perform the identical function as the injection tube 
of claim 4. 

Therefore, withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. 

7. Rejection of claims 5 and 9 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatenable 
over U.S. patent 4,928.678 (Grim) in view of U.S. patent 4,537.184 
(Williams, Jr.) 

This rejection is respectfully traversed in view of the discussion of claim 1 
in section 5 of these remarks since claims 5 and 9 are dependent therefrom. More 
specifically, it is submitted that the Williams, Jr. patent fails to make up for the 
basic shortcomings of the Grim patent with regards to the tubular passageway 
defined by the casing. 

As a result, withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. 

8. Rejection of claim 6 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatenable over 
U.S. patent 4.928,678 (Grim) in view of U.S. patent 6,152,892 (Masini) 

This rejection is respectfully traversed in view of the discussion of claim 1 
in section 5 of these remarks since claim 6 is dependent therefrom. More 
specifically, it is submitted that the Masini patent fails to make up for the basic 
shortcomings of the Grim patent with regards to the tubular passageway defined 
by the casing. 

As a result, withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. 
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9. Rejection of claim 7 under 35 U.S. C. § 103 (a) as being unpatenable over 
U.S. patent 4,928,678 (Grim) in view of U.S. patent 6.88 1.486 
(Sendijarevic^ 

This rejection is respectfully traversed in view of the discussion of claim 1 
in section 5 of these remarks since claim 7 is dependent therefrom. More 
specifically, it is submitted that the Sendijarevic patent fails to make up for the 
basic shortcomings of the Grim patent with regards to the tubular passageway 
defined by the casing. 

As a result, withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. 

10. Allowable subject matter of claims 13-19 

As indicated in section (2) of these remarks, Figs. 5 and 7 are amended to 
exemplify the vacuum recited in claims 13 and 17. Since it is submitted that the 
drawing objection is overcome by the amendment of Figs. 5 and 7, and claims 13- 
19 are acknowledged as reciting allowable subject matter, allowance of claims 
13-19 is kindly requested. 
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11. Conclusion 

In view of the amendments of the claims and the foregoing remarks, it is 
respectfully submitted that the application is in condition for allowance. 
Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that the pending claims be allowed and 
the application be passed to issue. 

If any issues remain that may be resolved by a telephone or facsimile 
communication with the applicants' attorney, the examiner is invited to contact 
the undersigned at the numbers shown below. 

BACON & THOMAS, PLLC 
625 Slaters Lane, Fourth Floor 
Alexandria, Virginia 223 14-1 176 
Phone: (703) 683-0500 
Facsimile: (703) 683-1080 

Date: August 1,2005 

S:\Producer\jek\KARA3002\amendment 270705 wpd 



Respectfully submitted, 




JUSTIN J. CASSELL 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 46,205 
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